by state law, the proposed transfer infringed upon a constitutionally p tected liberty interest in view of the stigma accompanying placement h mental hospital and the requirement that prisoners participate in behav modification programs (pp. 491-494). Finding these consequences "qu; tatively different from the punishment characteristically suffered by a p son convicted of crime" (p. 493), the Court noted that although convict: and sentencing extinguish the prisoner's right to freedom from confii ment for the term of the sentence, "they do not authorize the State to cl sify him as mentally ill and to subject him to involuntary psychiatric tre ment without affording him additional due process protection" (p. 494
Thus, at least where state law does not give rise to a property or libe interest in resisting treatment, the question of whether due process app to coercive rehabilitation will turn on whether the treatment infringe liberty interest protected by the Constitution, and whether it "is within normal limits or range of custody which the conviction has authorized state to impose" (Meachum v. Fano 1976, p. 225). Prior Supreme Co decisions indicate that mental hospitalization exceeds these limits > transfer to another correctional facility does not. The "normal range custody" approach suggests that the imposition of traditional correctio treatments, either within the prison or in alternative settings (so long they are not at mental hospitals or similarly stigmatizing facilities), not be found to invade a constitutionally protected liberty inten Counseling programs, vocational and educational programs, and ot programs employing verbal techniques in which prisoners or offenders ordered to participate, although they certainly interfere with the offend' freedom to do other things, probably will not require a due process he ing. At least where state law fails to provide a right not to participate such programs, the defendant's conviction will probably be seen as ex guishing his or her liberty to the extent that such traditional and nons matizing correctional rehabilitative programs may be imposed.
These programs would seem to be "within the normal limits or rangi custody which  the   conviction  has  authorized  the  State to  impc
